——- s ‘6‘*‘%‘ ““%‘%‘m" L
T G o e SEE
A w falled ine trd degontad We proddee

gt ool tht st 2 proldier, S0E
- MZ.M@MfWM%&JMM 4

_ b tbd Juh St .1

.
%! 0 om

= SNOT LBD INTWMOD SONTLSHH WSS T




dphiposes bguize

Qd 2.m. mau,; e,efm} .
__ W%% . i i it ook

oy, mf___%mwﬂéaﬂ-&wz%u
_ .-z%é/m Hot shes Been it E0E Jjﬁ
MWMMMM lan#

alip #
52444 Mﬁmﬁm

_ phe fad alsuia
#wﬁm.,_ S e .
et

SSNOTLEDINMMOD SONTLSUH W9s:1T  ve, 8@ D30



{P=-2C-17G2 11:16A% FROM Fallon Zomrinications lInc e §18124724ZEE P 2L
» Poat.it™ brand fax rangmittal memo 7671J'0‘nt~' J
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TEXAS ASSOCIATION OF TEL .

REPORT OF CLIENT LC  {°** [ vs) sy 4122

SOUTHWESTERN BELLCALLY P20 o
[

Make copies of this blank forms. Complete copies as neacea ana mau of rax grmegiately,

Fox ¢

This client was (circle one): LOS
Client or Company Name *: /Md/” -/_M,ﬁ['

(* sec note at bottom .
Qtioac's Adtresss ) o£// é’ &g&ﬂmaq&m fék_?ﬁﬂ »_/)70c¢
Client’s Phone: 3 @2 E‘@7 Disconnect Dats:

Name of person requesting that service be stopped:

Please ask this person to be 3s specific 4s possible about how they (or whomever in their company)
ghu;k solicited by SW Bell for CallNotes or Busincss Voice Mail
one:

As & ncw client, they called SW Bell 1o order Call Forwarding and were solicited.
Client called SW Bell Repair to report rouble and were solicited.

Clieat called SW Bell to order their phones moved and were solicited.

Client called SW Bell 1o ordar an additional line and were solicized.

Client called SW Bell to ask about their bill and were solicited.

Client responded to SW Bell redio, TV or print advertising.

Client responded to SW Bell phone bill ipsert

Clieat responded 1o SW Bell welemarketing (phone solicitation).

I

Other — Please explain in some detail:

Your Business Name: ) 3 TATAS Member?: @ NO
Address: £582 kALY FALEIonY fvdo, Mousros) Phone:[_?_/}lﬂ:ﬂy
Person preparing this report;_ A&S YALL2) Date: A 24-93

MAIL IMMEDIATELY TO: Mark Hastings, TATAS PUC Committce

825 West 11th, Austin TX 78701
OR FAX TO: 512-472-1558

*Note: If you pearly lost this client and weze ablc to save them, you do not kave to list their name.
Instead you may list a code number or some other way you can identify them laser if

SHNOTIE TR T SUTISHH WIS 08 6. 62 AC



Post4t™ hrand fax lraramital memo /e | eeepe © _ / Preo sAELY  woMHooxxd !

7045 | RT FALL2E) | =T
TELEPHONE ANSWERING SERVICES

Y 3| LOST(ORNEARLY LOST) 7O

t:;; Yol 213 w“j LLNOTES OR BUSINESS VOICE MAIL
S12) D2 -
) L pee = e vemaauni. UMpIEte copies as needed and mail or fax mmmodiately.

This clien was (circleone):  (COST) NEARLYLOST

gi:;t :tComg:g Name *: 77@»&5 Mﬁiﬁ&/’fm/{
Client‘soxdgm;f) 8270 “/5/\//(&) City & ZIP:
Client's Phone: 782-883¢ Disconnect Date:___ /7= 23 -%93

Naxme of person requesting that service be siopped:___TElete Y _f200 ol AWK,

Please ask this person to be a3 specific as possible about bow they (or whomever in their company)
ﬁmzec ;ohcmd' ited by SW Bell for CallNotes or Business Voice Mail.
one:

\s 3 new client, they called SW Bell to order Call Forwarding and were solicited.
Client called SW Bell Repair to report trouble and were solicized.

Clisat called SW Bell to order their phones moved and were solicied.

—2_  Cliept called SW Bell 10 order an additonal line and were solicited.

——  Client called SW Bell to ask abont their bill and were solicited.

~—~  Clientresponded to SW Bell rafio, TV or print advertising.

. Clientrespondad 5 SW Bell phote bill insert

—_— dlientmpondedto SW Bell telemarketing (phone solicitation).

——  Other - Please explain in some deail:

l Yout Bustscss Name: Eallo Commyg,abide cazas Member?: (YES) NO
Address: KMZ /(ewt,yéz‘v 220 Ph :@’é)_ﬁ&f_/‘?i
Pexson preparing this report: ﬂ?)ZL MM/}][?/U Date: H)Zm?} 73
MATL IMMEDIATELY TO: Mark Hastings, TATAS PUC Conmittee
825 West 11th, Austin TX 78701
ORFAX TO: §12472-1558

!
*Note: If you gearty Jost this clicat and wers able 10 save them, you do not have to list their name.
T“hmdmmyﬁnaeodonmamo&«nyxmi&nﬁfymw&
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'." hastings

825 wWeat Bleventh Street ¢ Ausiur. “exas 78701-2086 » (512) 4766353

Septembar 24, 1993

Ms. Kae Berry

Area Manager-Central Operations Group
One Bell Plaza, Room 2702

Dallas TX 75201

Dear Ms. Berry

As our designated point of contact for Southwestern Bell Telephane for complaints
or claims concerning disparaging remarks by SWBT custamer service
representatives regarding our service I must report the following incident:

On Friday August 8th, Theressa, one of our customer service people, called SWBT
regarding a problem with the call forwarding for Bates Investigations-451-2375 (a
client of ours). Mr. Bates had told us that he forwards his phone and when he
comes in the next day the phone is not forwarded. Theressa spoke with Helen (Opr
825) at SWBT and before she knew who Theressa was, she told Theressa that if the
phone was call forwarded to an answering service the problem was with the
answering service. Helen said that the phanes would not call forward unless our
client forwarded twice. Theressa then identified herself and asked Helen to tell her
what was wrong at our answering service. Helen told her she would check with the
Central Office and call back. When Helen called back she said that the Central Office

said "Some answering services don't have answer supervision and that's why our
client has to call forward twice.”

This is not the first time that an inddent of this kind has occurred. If there is a
problem with the way our equipment is interfacing with the network we would like
to know about it. But it is not right for your representatives to genaralize that all
answering services must be having a problem. To slander our company with such a
statement is wrong. According to the settlement agreement between SWBT and
TATAS “SWBT will use its best efforts to fallow and enforce...its customer service
representatives guidelines”. I ask that you look into this and let me know what will

be done to prevent this from happening again the next time one of our clients calls
SWBT.

Sincerely,

7 ’;é /;f,
Mark Hastings

President

cc: Telemessaging Services Association of Texas, PUC Committee

A SNOTLEDINIAOD SINILSHH WdSS:PB  v6, A2 AV



) (hastings

825 West Elaventh Sueet » Austin, Texas 73707 -2088 « (512) 476-63¢8

July 30, 1993

Ms Kae Berry

Area Manager-Central Operations Group
One Bell Plaza, Room 2702

Dallas TX 75201

Dear Ms Berry

As our designated point of contact for Southwestern Bell Telephone for complaints

or claims concerning Call Forwarding-Busy Line/Don’t Answer I must report the
following incident:

On Monday July 26 the husband of one of my employees, Mr. Delacruz, told me he
called SWBT to have CFDA added to their phone, 512/326-8442. He told the SWBT
representative that he wanted it to forward to our company’s voice mail system. He
says the rep asked him to what telephone number the CFDA should forward. He
told the rep that it should forward to 482-6074 after 4 to 5 rings. Mr. Delacruz
believes that it was forwarding to the correct number at that time. Later Mr.
Delacruz called SWBT to reduce the number of rings to 3 to 4 rings. Mr. Delacuz
some time later noticed that it was forwarding to SMSi CallNotes instead of to our
voice mail system. Today his wife, our employee, called SWBT repair to correct the
problem, but the repair personnel were unable to understand the problem. She was
then referred to Kurt at 870-1557 with SWBT who was pleasant and said he would
correct the problem within the hour.

The immediate problem has apparently been rectified. However I am concerned as
to the proficiency of SWBT Service Center and repair personnel {n understanding
that Call Forwarding-Busy Line/Don’t Answer is not a service of CallNotes but is a

tariffed exchange service. I ask you to see that this is conveyed to the appropriate
personnel in SWBT.

Sincerely,

Mark Hastings
President

cc: Telemessaging Services Association of Texas, PUC Committee

P2 SNOILEDINMLBI0D SONILSHH WdSS:P8  v6. 62 AN



SENT Br:iTASIO, INC. ; 5-16=9% 12:%3AM 2143431054~ €12 47215882 2
”[ message center
May 19, 1983

Ms. Martha J. lLockweod
Executive Vice President
AT3]

1150 8, Mashington Street
Suite 150

Alexandcia, YA 22314

Dear Ms., Lookwood:

As per Mark Hasting's request; you will fina detailed below our lateat
horrst story involving Southwestern Bell. You will note that we are located
in Plane, Texas (Dallaa metroplex area).

Recantly, I contacted Southwestern Bell fer a customer that needed "Call
Porwarding If né Answer" and "Call Fosxwarding Busy' to be directed to our
Voice Mall System. The cuatcmer ia being served by Metro Service. The
moment Ball's representative, Derzick Brown, found this out, he explained
very ourtly to me that {f my acoount was being served by Metro Service they
would not provide enhanced services for then uniess the custcmar utilized
Bell's Voice Mail. Aftar further discussicn on the mattes; the Bell Cep
concluded the conversation by saying, "our tariff states that we 40 net have
to provide these servides, and you are not going teo get this business."

Nithin the hour, Jeannie Dickscn, here at Tasco spoke vith Mark Hastings and
through Mark's efforts received a call from Mr. Lowell Feldman with the POC.
Mc. Feldman and I jointly called the same Bell rep back and spoke with him
in detail about this matter. Mr. Feldnan explained to the rep thit hia
interpretation of the taciff wes not the semm as his. Mr. Feldman alse teld
the Ball rep to fax to his office immediately his views on this tarifsf,

Shoctly after Mr. Feldman and 1 concluded the call with Derrick Brown, I
received a call from him saying that they at Southweatern Bell had changad
their minds and would honor our requeat and provide enhanced services for
QuUr CUALCIRr.

I might add4 that had Mc. Feldman not intervened, my cempany would have lost
20 accounts over this one incident.

If I may be of further assistance, please do not hesitate te call.

Sincerely,




2828 Wilcrest
7 Suite 311
Heustan, Texas 77042

€ CHNOL DO GY g 150009

Japuary 6, 1992

Mark Hastings

Hastings TAS

825 West Eleventh Street
Austin, Tx 78701

Cear Mark:

I have had two instances in the past three months that concern me and
should concern our industry. as they relate to what I feel is unfair
competition from Southwestern Bell Telephone.

The £irst instance occurred a couple of months ago where I was
attempting to rent forty voice mailboxes to a company that had
Centrex services, When I explained that they could uce World Wide
Transfer (a Centrex feature) to transfer ocutside callers to their
respective mailboxes they were very excited, I suggested that they
call SWBT to see if they already had the feature, or what that
feature would cost them if they did not already have it. A few days
later I was called into a meeting to justify my voice mail service
against SWBT'e, with the SWBT Rep sitting right there! How are we
suppoced to recommend services that only SWBT offers without
exposing our proapects to their competitive voice mail services?

The next situation I thought I had learned 2 lesson. I familiarized
myself with all aspacts of Centrex. even offering to handle the
ordering and coordination of the service for a prospective customer
(without centrex and World Wide Transfer my voice mail services would
loose 50% of it's benefit). Unbeknownst to me, this customer called
SWBT to confirm some of the issues we discusszad, and once again they
ware in the prospects office proposing their voice mail services.

It is not our station in life to prospect for SWBT. They do not pay
us to recommend and coordipnate the various services that our
customers require to enhance our volce mail services, and they surely
don't pay us to lead them into qualified prospects.

Anything you can do to belp this situation?

Sincerely,

Ral tézif; 8

Owner

2°'d SNCTLUTINAWAC Y SOMTLSHH WdPS: PE, 62 AN



ACETS Members

WARNING!

Monday morning tne GTE telemarketing plitz began at Echo
Communications., Using our CPNI, they began calling our hard-
wired customers in one central office. Two customers called to
inform us, then our operators received another call for =a
customer who was not in his office.
The telemarketers werned cur customers that their rates

would rise drastically on January 1 becayse they are on our

agnswering service, The telemarketers told them what their .
current monthly rate is and how much {t uouldabo in. Januarz nﬁ?he
monthly cost for connection to the answerinc aor ice would riseda;
from $2.50 to $21.36. However. they could-

Neither California nor Federal law prevents the monooolies
from using CPNI in the competitive marketplace against™Us. ™ —f

For Echo, the astronomic rate increase for secretarial lines
led to & decision to convert customers to call-forwerding,
especially at remote concentrator sites. The GTE installation
charge for call-forwarding is being waived for the present.
Customers were not;fied promptly that Echo would help them avoid_

- X P
- [ A g Al It SWEDC .

Severmal new features for call-forwarding aro gpino developed
and implemented, including busy/call- forward and o an wer/gpl -
forward, T - “"xﬁ*, ol b

Cheryl Akers, the answering ;ervic “kﬂ‘ e <R
(714/373-8127) has been vorY sympathetioi: oopera ve,

B e

helptul. ‘ : AT o

: \Mswh ﬁayq-«msﬁég> 2;;“7



ECHO
ECHO

ECHO
ECHO

EC'0
ECAOD
E CHO COMMUNICAT.ONS

024 CHAPALA ST. SUITE D « 3ANTA BARBARA. CA 92101 (8C5) -9130 Tewephope AnTwedng Servce
Association of Telemaessaging Sarvfces International, Inc
1150 South Washington Street, Suite 150
Alexandrla, vA 22314

Attn: Martha Lockwood December 1, 1994
Steve La Pierre

Dear Martha and Steve,

We hope that ATSI convey to the FCC and the legislature hov
viciously and insidiously the telephone companies use their
monopoly pover to Bubvert competition in markets they covet.

As ve informed you esarlier, on Monday morning tvo veeks ago
the GTE telemarketing bilitz began at Echo Communications.
Using our CPNI, they began calling our hard-vired customers
in one central offlca. Two customers called to inform use,

then our operators received another call for a customer vho
vas not in his offica.

The telemarkXeters warned our customers that their rates
vould rise 4raptically on January 1 because they ars on our
ansvering service. The telemarketers told them vhat their
current monthly rate is and howv much {t would de in January.
The monthly cost for connection to the ansvering service
vould rise from $2.50 to $21.36, Hovever, they could
replace their anavering service with T Personal Secretary
for $4.95 per month and no installation charge at this time.

This astronomic rate increase for existing hard-vire

accounts cannot be copt-juesrified. It deprives the narket of
a highly desirable form of service. And hard-wvired customers
are our oldesgt, rost appreciative cuastomers.

Thae telemarketers self-confessed selection of customers vith
"designed services® ntilizes CPNT toe target customers vho
typically use ansvering service. Their xnovledge of the
customera' gpecific services and rates is based on CPNI.

And their zeslous efforts to inform our customers of hov
punitive their rate incroase would be contrasts darkly vith

the difficulty ve are expariencing in 1earning the nev
higher rates that viil affect us on January 1.

‘Meanwvhile tho promosed ONA {open network architecture)

proceeds at a cravl {n the lightspeed information highway
race.

eanette Parent Tom Parent



Memo to: Martha Lockwood ATSI
From: Cedric Adanms December 5, 1994

HEi Martha. I just returned from an IILC meeting in San Antonio.
Sorry you were not able to attend.

1 spoke to Mike Drew from GTER regarding the Tom Parent complaint.

He was hoping to speak with you. In the meantime, I asked him
what happened and he wrote the following explanation.

We visited the issue. He assures me that it was no policy

matter, rather an individdual case of a service rep taking
matters into her own hand.

He asked that you call him directly if you have any questions,

I am inclined t0 believe that GTE does not have any intentional
policy to violate the spirit of CPNI usage. GTE has been in IILC

as a volunteer for 3 years before they were required to
participare.

I am just the messenger on this bne. Mike seems to believe that
the proper discipline has been taken and that it should not
happen again. 11f it does, he surely wants to know and will reach
high places if another violation takes place.

Mike Drew tel # is 214-718-5215. Fax #214-644-5722

MERRY CHRISTMAS
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STATE OF TEXAS )

COUNTY OF DALLAS )

AFFIDAVIT OF PETER P. GUGGINA

Peter P. Guggina, being duly sworn and under oath deposes

and states as follows:

1. I am employed by MCI Telecommunications Corporation
as the Director of Technical Standards Management. My office
address is 2400 N. Glenville Drive, Richardson, Texas 75082.
In this capacity, I am responsible for managing a staff that
plans, coordinates and executes MCI’'s participation in the
industry forums and standards process. My position provides
a daily view of the status and events that take place in these
arenas. In addition to participating directly in and
monitoring other MCI participants’ progress, I am in constant
contact with other industry participants in an attempt to

resolve igsues and to make the process more effective.

2. I am also my company’'s representative to the Board of
Directors of the Alliance for Telecommunications Industry
Solutions (ATIS),¥ formerly the Exchange Carrier Standards
Association (ECSA), which sponsors many telecommunications

standards setting bodies and industry forums. 1In addition, T

¥ ATIS’'s stated mission is to promote the timely resolution

of national and international issues involving
telecommunications standards and the development of
operational guidelines.




am also MCI's representative to the American National
Standards Institute (ANSI). I also serve as Vice-chair to the
Carrier Liaison Committee (CLC),? which provides oversight
management of the ATIS/CLC forums. Further, I am Chairman of
the Interexchange Carrier Industry Committee ("ICIC"), an
industry group that reviews technical subject matters
associated with exchange access services. Chairing the ICIC
provides me additional exposure to a cross section of industry
activities related to the forum and standards process. My
involvement with these industry activities began in 1984, and
I have over 20 vyears of telecommunications operation,

engineering, and network planning experience.

3. I am submitting this Affidavit in connection with

the FCC’s proceedings in Computer III Further Remand
Proceedings: Bell Operating Company Provision of Enhanced

Services, Docket No. 95-20.

4. Enhanced services markets will be strongly affected
by the technical standards that definevwhether and how various
public switched telephone network features and services are
made available to enhanced service providers (ESPs). Quite

simply, these standards, and the implementation thereof, will

2/© The CLC’'s stated mission 1is to provide interindustry

mechanisms for the discussion and voluntary resolution of
nationwide concerns regarding the provision of exchange access
and telecommunications network interconnection. The CLC is an
umbrella organization for the Ordering and Billing Forum
(OBF), the Network Operations Forum (NOF) and the Industry
Carriers Compatibility Forum (ICCF).

2



determine how and when ESPs can connect in a uniform manner
with the telephone network and, therefore, can be of life or

death business consequence for those firms.

5. These technical standards are not set by regulatory
agencies. Rather, they are developed through industry forums
and standards committees. The forums and committees consist
of both the telephone companies and firms that want to connect
to the telephone network. Of necessity, the Regional Bell
Operating Companies ("RBOCs") are major players in these
forums and committees. When the RBOCs participate in these
bodies as both monopoly providers of network services and
competing providers of enhanced services, they have the
incentive and the ability to use their power to influence
decisions and resolutions that will favor their own enhanced
service operations over those of non-RBOC providers. These
bodies develop voluntary standards and industry solutions to
problems relating to network interconnection with local
exchange carriers (LECs), interexchange carriers (IXCs), ESPs
and equipment vendors. Generally, the standards committees
develop uniform architectures, protocols and interfaces, and
the forums develop technical and operational solutions to
industry issues associated with the provision and

implementation of exchange access.

6. In this Affidavit, I will discuss several ways in

which the RBOCs and Bellcore control or delay the outcome of



issues worked under the ATIS structure.

I. The RBOCs and Bellcore Can Control Enhanced
Services Development Through Dominance of the
Industry Standards and Forum Process
7. The degree of access to RBOC unbundled services and
network components will be determined by the willingness of
the RBOCs to reach agreements at the industry forums and to
implement those agreements. The forum which was thought to
affect to a large degree how enhanced services will be
delivered to the market is the Information Industry Liaison
Committee (IILC) .Y The IILC is a committee under the
sponsorship of ATIS. MCI, as a provider of enhanced services,
and many ESPs have participated in IILC activities since its
inception. However, the results of many years of effort have
not yielded many tangible results. In fact, in the area of
open access, unbundled network components are still not
available. While the IILC has produced some high level
unbundling documents, (e.g., Issue #026, Long Term Unbundling
and Network Evolution) which have reached initial closure,
there 1is no indication or assurance of when an unbundled
network will be available, if ever. Issue #026, which has
taken over four years of intensive discussion and work by a
large task group of the IILC, is not a technical

specification, but rather a high level study to examine the

¥The Information Industry Liaison Committee serves as an
interindustry mechanism for the discussion and voluntary
resolution of industry-wide concerns about the provision of
Open Network Architecture (ONA) services and related matters.

4




technical and operational problems and assess their scope and
possible solutions. Hence, additional technical, operational,
etc. specifications remain to be developed. In addition, a
long list of public policy issues have been identified, some
of which are not related to unbundling and appear to be
nothing more than RBOC tactical hurdles to aveoid taking
action. This will further confuse resolution of the issues
and prolong the true implementation of open access and network
unbundling. In order to bring such unbundling scenarios into
reality, the RBOCs would have to solve the associated problems

and perform those actions necessary for implementation.

8. The serial nature of the industry forum, standards
and Bellcore processes assures that RBOC networks will not be
unbundled in the foreseeable future, even 1if positive
agreements are reached along the way, unless a regulatory
mandate is imposed for a date certain or an incentive is
created. The IILC issue #026 document is being "sliced" into
small pieces. 1If the piece parts are referred to standards
committees and other industry forums to work on developing
additional and related industry agreements, as the RBOCs have
proposed, the industry forums and standards process can take
many more years, and implementation may never become a
reality. It is likely that the IILC’s unbundled access points
document will dissipate once it is sliced into small pieces

and referred to other industry forums and standards

committees.



9. In its March 1995 filing in Docket 95-20, GeoNet
referred to flaws in the IILC process, based on their
experience with IILC Issue #044. This issue involved access
to the Local Exchange Advanced Intelligent Network (AIN) by a
Non-LEC switching device. GeoNet cites problems with (1) IILC
issue acceptance, (2) the voluntary nature of participation,
which has led to very little input from RBOC participants and
(3) issue resolution consensus. Further, GeoNet claims that
these flaws will severely limit the effectiveness of the IILC
in resolving uniformity issues relating to new technology.
MCI shares GeoNet’s concerns, and believes that the problem is

not as much with the IILC as it is with the strategies and

objectives of RBOC participants.

10. From my experience, this situation is not limited to
the IILC. Issues originated by ESPs and presented to the
forum are frequently altered by RBOC participants.® Hence,
the scope and intent of the issues are changed in order to
gain RBOC support in working the issue. So, when forum work
begins, the issue under study may have littie relevance to the
issue originally brought to the Committee. This tactic can be
used to make it more difficult to later seek regulatory or

other forms of relief, since the original scope and intent are

%  The industry forums utilize a formal process of issue

introduction. Issue statements are utilized to define the

problem to be solved. Also, the originator states a desired
outcome.



not documented. So, time is wasted working on issues which do

not meet the needs of the ESP originators, which results in

delay.

11. MCI is supporting changes in the IILC process aimed
at making the process more efficient, certain, and less
costly. However, improving procedures alone will not correct
the problems. To correct the problems, the RBOCs must
proactively pursue solutions to ESPs needs, 1.e. true
unbundling. Typically, the RBOCs claim that progress is
slowed because the ESPs have not submitted enough "technical
contributions," i.e., technical papers. However, that excuse
is a red herring to divert attention from the RBOCs’ own
inaction and unwillingness to provide solutions. The RBOCs
need to listen to ESP needs and provide comprehensive

contributions to resolve the issues.

12. Even 1f GeoNet succeeded in getting its issue
accepted as it originally intended and sgbsequently resolved,
this would not assure that the RBOCs would agree to implement
the solution. If the RBOCs did agree, they could direct
Bellcore to create or change the appropriate technical
documents, e.g., Bellcore "Technical References" and "Generic
Requirements". Such changes could be brought into standards

committees, 1if and when needed, and given to vendors to



develop.?

13. The RBOCs use tactics of slicing issues into small
pieces, forum shopping, changing the originator’s issue
statement and objective, dominating the consensus process, and
prolonging discussion and studying issues instead of taking
focused actions. And when they have exhausted their delay

tactics, they simply do not implement agreements, as such

agreements are voluntary.

14. 1In addition, in many cases, the resolutions of IILC
issues contain language which specifies an investigation of a
particular request rather than the implementation thereof.
Such studies and investigations may be appropriate in some

instances, but do not provide any certainty of delivery of

unbundled interfaces.

15. A better approach, which would provide a level of
certainty, would be to simply require the RBOCs to cooperate

and expedite network unbundling. I cannot identify a technical

%/ There have been preliminary reports of a possible sale or

spin-off of Bellcore by the RBOCs. As a practical matter,
such a sale is not likely to have much of an impact on the
processes described herein, since the RBOCs could still
coordinate among themselves just as easily and would still
exercise dominance over these processes through their own
representatives in the relevant industry committees, forums
and associations and through their enormous purchasing power.
Moreover, the RBOCs would 1likely be Bellcore’'s most

significant customers, thereby continuing their strong
influence on Bellcore.



or operational reason that would prevent the RBOCs from
carrying out fundamental unbundling by engaging Bellcore to
write technical requirements to implement the IILC issues as
well as broader undbundled interfaces based on a clear set of
objectives and timelines. Without a clear requirement,
however, the industry will be subjected to a costly and
uncertain discussion and paper-creating activity instead of

true unbundling.

II. The RBOCs Can Effectively Use the Forums and

Standards Process to Stall Developments and
Implementations That Are Not Part of Their Plans

16. ATIS in its former structure (ECSA) was 100% LEC.

The LEC membership criteria restriction was lifted and non-LEC

industry entities were given eligibility for membership.

However, it is a numerical fact that the LECs’ interests remain

in control. The ATIS profile reveals that 92% of its member

companies are LECs, the board of directors is 82% LEC, and the

officers were appointed mainly from the LEC ranks.

17. Despite the ATIS motto of doing what is best for the
industry rather than putting a corporate interest first, the
fact is that the LEC predominance in the ATIS membership and
board continues to strongly influence its undertakings. In
addition to the board and officers, most of the key ATIS staff
also have been hired from the LEC industry. A meeting was
recently held between the ATIS board of directors and
representatives of the Internet Society for the purpose of

gaining a better understanding of both organizations. One of



the Internet representatives asked if ATIS was involved in
lobbying on policy issues. Mr. Scrzypczak, the ATIS Chairman,
promptly replied, "No, we do that in USTA". Mr. Scrzypczak
apparently overlooked the fact that USTA is a LEC association
and is heavily involved in lobbying for MFJ relief, among other
contentious issues, and many of the minority ATIS members are
opposed to MFJ relief until certain conditions are met. Hence,
it has been my experience that while ATIS membership has been
"opened", its thinking continues to be strongly influenced by
its LEC roots. This is not to deny that much of its work is
well intended and that its staff does in fact work very
diligently towards solving the industry’s problems. However,
it cannot be overlooked that the RBOCs do in fact enjoy a
dominant position in these industry activities and heavily

participate in the management of ATIS, which significantly

influences its direction.

18. The RBOCs, through their ability to dominate and
control consensus, have been able to postpone the delivery of
new service capabilities and thus prevent access purchasers
from offering new features based on those new capabilities.
For example, since 1987 the RBOCs have placed various hurdles
in the standards process and in the industry forums to delay
access customers interested in using additional Signaling
System Number 7 (S8S7) signaling capabilities. One such
capability would enable a LEC to pass the Carrier

Identification Code (CIC) to an IXC wvia 887 in an originating
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Feature Group D access configuration. Passing the CIC would
allow IXCs, for example, to provision universal trunk groups,
thus eliminating the need to segregate traffic to identify
service or reseller traffic usage. 1In addition, passing the
CIC would allow IXCs to perform CIC-based routing and develop
new services that would use the CIC as a call processing or

billing mechanism trigger.

19. MCI and other IXCs have been forced to overcome one
obstacle after another in obtaining this capability. MCI
requested a CIC delivery mechanism as far back as 1987, when
commenting on Bellcore technical documentation concerning SS7
interconnection. At the Industry Carriers Compatibility Forum
(ICCF), MCI and other IXCs supplied comments to Bellcore'’s
interLATA SS7 interface specifications (what eventually became
TR-TSV-000905 and now known as FR-NWT-000905). MCI’s request
was for the S8S7 Transit Network Selection (TNS) parameter,
which contained the CIC information, to be made available as an
orderable option for domestic calls, in addition to the
existing requiremenﬁ for international calls. The RBOCs’
response, however, was that the issue would need to be worked
in T1¥ standards. Then, when MCI brought the issue to the

standards body in 1988,2 the RBOCs would only consider

¢ Committee T1 is an ANSI-accredited standards committee for

the development and coordination of North American
telecommunications standards.

7 MCI made a formal request to the S$S7 signaling working

group, T1S1.3, via contribution T1S1.3/88-07521, that the TNS
(continued...)
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